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WHEN IS THE GRASS GREENER? DIVERGENT PERCE IONS
OF COMMUNI?E IN THREE SMALL COLCRADO TOWNS .

. - B B N
“, s 3 S

\ .

,Lgtroduétion: - The Problem .

L

S
£

StudieSeaddressing the problem of\resident~perseptlons of Eom-y’ ‘3

munity geuerally focus on the adult populations of target communities. LT

P

* An underiying assumption,séeme to.‘f that the\essential actors’ of

tommunity settings are adult residents and thatdyounger members of
e -

communities ate dependents not only financially bu# also in terms

=

of community perceptions. It seems apperent, however, that perceptions

..of community situation are,impo*tant from adolescent as well as adult

l L v

. viewpoints, 1 - = T -

On°a common-sense level we know that adolescent and adult tastes

and«interestsvdiverge along many points. Stylés of dress, recrea~ -
J 3
tionaﬁ preferences, artistic appreciation, and even vucabulqries notice-
i

ably differ between adults and younger persong within the same~social

settings. One could argue, therefore, that percep*ions of community

4

gituation would also be likely to differ along age lines.
“On_a moré abstract level, community theory deals with problems of”

the perpetustion and maintenance of community over time where com~

<

munity is seen as preceding andvpereisting beyond'. individual members.

s

Gentral to this conceptualization is the socialization process of
. ‘ - 3 . Ed

younger potential cammnnity actors, wﬁereﬂ; community values-and norms
” ) &

are passed from generation to generation. More specifically, it may
¢ A

be argued that tfie studygof‘commgnity should be concerned With analysis

<

of community formation, maintenance, alteration, and abandonment.




! / . ‘The present emphasis on the divergence of adolescent and adult
ey 3

definitions of community”situation is espEcially relevant to the last

¢ & three mentioned components of theoretical concern. Maintenance of.

2, «
“communityvihv01Ves, smong other things,‘the ability of citizens to e

perhetuate ongoing‘patterns and relationships. Such a social pro-

& . % ]

- ‘ cess requires the spEialization and integration of new members into g
- . /’ ’ N . ¢
the existing svstém and as such depends largely upon mutual definitions

ommgnity situation.3 Divergent perceptions, of course, ma§ not

e

necessarily disrupt community but rather be prerursory to alteration

"of commungty situation. - As old members become less active and in-

fluential in the community, new members, with varying«viewpoints be~ ~

“

come major actors (assuming they do not decide to abandon the pfesent

community for alteénative situations) and through their definitions /
a of community situation transform the communitv accordingly.

The possibility of abandonment of - coﬁmunity is a very nractical

Bl

reason for being concerned with adolescent as well as adult percep-
{

~tions. "Many smaller communities have eXperienced attrition through

outmigration of younger adults intent upon settling in more urban
‘d g\ L
settings.4 AIthough Jhch“of the literature dealing with the decline

1 W
tended here that 1t is also important to. .explore younger citizens'
w e

definitions of their present community situation.

The purpose of the present paper is to report some of the find-

\
|
w g of communities enphasizeseconomic push or pull factorﬁ; it is eon~ . ‘
|

ings from a study which examines adolescent and adult evaluative

e -
‘r

reactions to their community situation in three small Coloradoctowns. o
y

IS o
[

g




. The Data

/p o
_evoke differehtial perceptions ﬁetween subgroups within andfscross

Empirical focus “is upon de}ineating specific community‘aspects;which s

»
8 . o
/

community Jettings. As such, this.research is more exploratory in &

character than a;L:§Ercize in hypothesis testing. However, an under-

hying hypothesis remains implicit throughoug,vi.e.; adalt and ado~
: Ul
,lescent definitions of community.situation diverge. .

i)

o

Subjects. Data were sbtained in 1971wfrom surVeys of s‘sample -

of 265 adults and 179 ‘high school studenta from three small Coldrado
//

towns. The entire junior elass from each of the community high schools
/

comprise the adolescent sub-sample, while random sampling prhcedures
"3, . 3 . S
‘providexthe adult sub-samplg , ‘ &

oy
L - ,3, %

—

Regearch Site. Del Norte, ALpen, and Crailg, Colorado were seletted

for the present study. Several characteristics of these 1ocations
prompted their: selectionJ,aEach is relatively small, under 5,000 pop-
ulation and isolated from larger urban areas. None of the commﬂnities
are economically dependenttupon a single source of revenue and all

are govegnmqntig seats of?their respective counties. Finally, the
three towns have experiencea uivergent rates of growth in;the past dec-
ade: Del Norte lost 15.5% of its populatidh;rAspen grew by 118.3%,

and €raig remained relatively stable, gaining 5.5% in pagulation.s”

A brief descriptive sketch of.each town folﬂcws.

s

Rki\@ Del Norte is located in the San Luis Vallev of south central




«

“d

Colorado “about 170 miles from Dehwver. . The -town 1is situated in a high

mountain Nalley area ah.an elevation of /*887 feet surrounded by dry

\\ B o v 0

sage flats with occasional outcroppings of granite tors.‘ Founded in

'1860, Del Norte is one.of Colorado s oldest towns and was a rendevous

, point for freighters hauling supplies- from the eastern sIope of the

-] g

Rockies to the mines of the San. Juan’ Mouvtains. Today, this county

i ki ? '
seaq is” ldrgely dependent upon agriculture "and tourism’as sources of.
~m,neome. Lrops of potatoes, bar]ey, lettuce, and wool are produced in
),-. e o

. the surrounding’ area. Most of the tourism trade is from those who

o

stop for services (lodging, food, gas) enroute to surrounding attrac-

b
tions, which include the Rio Grande National Forest the Creat Ssnd

- Dunes National Monument, and fishing -and hunt frg sites:
e . S, : . . . = ;
The seat of Pitkin County, Aspen is located in the central part’
of the state abou: 170 miles from Denver. It sits in a picturesque

. . ] .
‘ valley*at 7 908 feet surrouﬁﬁed by developed ski slopes.u Toward the

end of the nineteenth century the. jtown was a mining camp serving
. x% ]
productive silver mines in the surrounding mountains. More recently,
prs

Aspen has become best known for its recreational and cultural attrac—
tions. Many skiets visit the slopes of Aspen Mountain, Buttermilk-
Tiehack!uand Snowmass during the winter months. In the summet a wfﬁe
range of culltural and educational activities continues to draw largep
numbers of péopléa The Aspeni Music School, the American Theatre

(/

Institute, the Writer 8 Workshop, and the Imstitute for Humgniqtic

h

1\

)
Studies are some of the cultural groups which are 10ca11v active.,

In addition tokhe“recreational and cultural setting, it is a fashion-
|

s




= k3

’;ﬂiﬁab1e~perm§nent residence place for persons of wealth and/or national

“

. . i

prominance. CetT

.

/l

- Located in tﬁe north western part “of "olorado, 213 miles from °
. L ; S
Denver, Craig is in a terrain of plateaus and messas. The Moffat E

B}

Railroad, which made the town ‘a western terminus in the early part of

s, o6 Lt
¢ o v the century, playéd an impﬁrtant role in the community s development,. [
) ~ ; 3, . ' Ve
: 3 e 2 7 o g,
¢ I allowing it to become aimajor shipping point of the gtate for cattle, ¢

v © heep, and farm products;*&Besides agriculture and liVestock, Craig s
u % ) L

.o - economic base is bolstered by*mineral production (oil, na*ural,gas,;

and coal), recreational activities (fishing and hunting), ‘and tourist

ehrough-traffic. ’ o ’ %
The depenNgnt variable 1is the evaluative dimension of definitions

) ‘Y
of community sit;ation. Operationally, ‘the eValuative dimenéion is
S €
determined by respondent scores on- a;ZOnitem Community Evaluation

L

xS

Scaleﬁ(A pendix A). Individual scores based upon responses to "agree,
i

"d{sagree," and "dot sure,’

are summed and averaged y&ovidﬂng a mean
oy

' ’
community evaluatibn score. Items are coded from 3 to 1, indicating a

o &

favorable, neutral or negative responae. Mean scores of groupings ot

L ; individual méans provide aggregate scores where\; 0Q is the most ne-/
7 ° R "1[

gativé response while 3. 00 is the most’ positive evaluative :eSponse

{( “

o & 4.'\\,
.-possible, . e 4
) . ¢ o . @,,. .
-~ . Findlags L
—— 7 " oy N
‘ Community Evaluation Scale Scores. The data appegr to offer .  °

> ¢ : » Doey
strong“support for the suégestion that adolescents and adults‘divergeh

4 ® v

in their evaluative responsges to theirAEommunity‘situation.” As re-
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L_tiéily lower than the adult regident score’ (2.23), e.g., adoles-

<

» " - TR {
[ P g w I

flecte& by Iableﬂl when all comnunities areaviewed together, the

@ &

student mean eommunityrevaluation scele srere (1.89) is-substan-

O ‘. B

Zents react, cveralla substaatially less p081tivelv toward their predent

cemmunities tnan their adult neighbors. »

A 9 ' ) n
S * [ Table 1 about here J 4

{ —

. ,
Viewing the data for ‘each: community reveals a modified picture

\\ o]

? where the differenceg noted in the pooled sub-samples remain in

- & &

Del Hcrte and Craig, but - “disappeax’ in Aspeu %Table 2). Compound*ng ¢

these findings is the observafion that thzre are major différences in
»

- © LY

@

evaluatlive respcnses between communitiee among the adwelt and student
. .
sub-samplg? \Table 2). That ie, stueenﬁ: in Del Norte and Praig re-

<\ &

\spond‘markedlv lower in evaluations than do ‘Aspen StUdEﬂtbe -The

<dUitresponses, on the ot&er hand, show Dei Norte subjects as much more

negative in community eva&u?tion,than either Aepen or Cralg adults.
This situation suggests two related questions. First, what specitic
aspects’ of community are differentially perceived bv adults audwetu~
dents in each target community? And second,;do these perceptual dif-
ferences relate tovlocalcenpirical referents? The remainder of the

date analysis will be devoted to these questions.
" - (&\_ -

. - [ Tables 2 and 3 about here 1

%

Differential Evaluations of Specific Community Aspects. As has

|8 K
- l

been discussed in ‘some detail 13 several studiee, scales constructeé

with the i1tention of determining 1evels of community satisfaction can
70
not be unidimensional in nature. ° Knop and Stewart (1973) present

the argument that the value of community satisfaction scales in com*

L K ©
QQ




papétiveureseerch is Hubious, towsay;the§1esst in view of thé‘variety
.. 4 s

of possible existing circumstances in anyxgiven community at dny given

-] u b U
time.

=

4

tant an issue to residentsao“ oommunity B. Likewise, within compunities,

~Qo

: different life circumstances Fesult in differjntial penceptiohs of - what
R FPE

The pointﬂmade “

. : aspects of col unitv are relevnnt to different persons. -

o

L. by these authors is that scales which attgﬁpt to/ provide a single 1in—

ear measure of community satisfaction ary bound to fall short ofvﬁheir
- L n
objective.‘aWithithese shortcomfngs ig' mind, ‘the f?lloqing effort re~
N ! v e \- ' »

§ mains largely exploratory, using scale items as indicators of specifie

comunity elementsy pqtentiallj’differentiaily perceived by residents,

What might be considered a weakness orgthe sgale regs:ding. wnitary;

i ) . Ry "
: ; indications of “commuuity satisfaction," may thus &l the otner hand
L - . ", By
. be considéred useful fer delinéating divergent inter :sts and percep-

4
P

tions, the task to wb{eh the discussion now turns. 3

-2

>

Table 4 preseuts the mean scores per item for, adults and studenfs

PR

in each community with the regults of T Tests~ for differeﬁcés between

»

means. - - ) . . : ]

, [ Table & about here. ] g

1 ﬁ ‘ The results presented iﬁi@able’& provide some interesting findingsy
! ;

L4

“erhaps. the most importast observation is that there is much more di-

vergence between adurt and student responses in Aspen than indicated

i : w5 2

by the mean community evaluation scale scoress

” / ) § ‘ ) _ , ‘
[ scores fall to registegagny major difference between Aspen adult and

The}reason the scale

gtudent,scores is because, unlikewthe Del Norte or Crailg experiences,

o
.

What may be a, salient issue in community A may not‘be S0 impof- 5o




i .
2 _ N i »
A . » — ) . o < 5
/_ 0

those 1tems reflecting marked differences are not consistently positive

or negative for either aduLts or students. ° Students react more favor-
" 7
ably on’ ten of the twenty items, including four of the ten items re- o~

sulting”in statistically significanq.variance. Del Norte sﬁudgnts, on
the other hand ‘react more favorably than adults on oﬁry 5 items, none ) %

-

of which are significant, while Craig students respond more favorably

h &
4
. %

on none of the 20 items. . . ’ —

X

Thus, it appears as if Aspen stﬁdent responses do not converée

=

B i ~ o . .
with adult responses when specifie scale items are viewed.

=5

The factc’

A +

i ) G oy : ; . : £
‘that Aspen students and adults diverge in ‘an inconsistent. evaluativé
manner accounts for the e%ﬁlier”findings of no difference. The ana-

télytical Qnestiou beccues, JhY'dO Aspen adults and students differ in

v L
i

evaluative re3ponses acros$ items when the Del Norce

A
i

reflect conslsrent negative responses by students? & more precise louk ]

at the specific items illiciting the greatest variance in responses ?

@ c 3
may offer some suggestions. . . . . |

- 6 |
Table 5 has been created by vanking items from the commumfty Ny j

. !
evaluation scale according to the amount of divergence between-adult - &
i ‘{(

and’ student responses. The first rank refiectsﬂthe iargest T value

for the difference between mean item scores, the second rank, the next

higher T-value, and so on. Only those items illiciting significant !

differences (p<. BS) are reported in Table 5. B;eause of’the'similar- i
" s |

ities reflected by the Del Norte and Craig 1esu1ts these two commun-
A

. - u
ities will be discussed separately from Aspen. ) o

.\\
i

[ Table 5 about here}

=

“ ,\‘;V . ) ’ { &) ] { — N

a?d Craig results i
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Déi°Norte and Craig. Table S5a further summarizes the Eata from f
Craig and Del‘Norte by allowing compariqon of those items which rank
g highest according to T values.s The seven items which result in sta-

tistically significant differencev betweeti adult and student responses

-

in Del Norte provide the base units of comparison 9 Also presented»

in this table (in the last:four columns) is the ranking of items ac-

L) Ll

“cording to mean scores for the subgrovps within_each community. Such

- ranking, herewith labeled vertlcal ranking, provides some idea of how
-<"  the: specific items are perceived by the respondents relative to all

@fu t other items in the scale. Thus, an item assigned a vertical ranking

v of 1 in the Del Norte student column indicates that the item received {
} N

the lowest ‘mean score of the twenty scale items responded to by Del

i .

1 ‘
Norte students. 0 ‘ . §oo
) , » / ( J

X
e

[‘Table 5a about here -]

i
< - b >

R

It is immediately evident that there 1s:a great siyilarity be
tween Del Norte and Craig in the items which rank highest..ih adult/ e

student divergence. The seven high-ranking items from the Del Norte

all fall within the eight highest ranking items from the Craig resultsy

.

suggeatfng that specific elements Which occur in both communities 11~

licit similar differentialgevaluative responses between adults awd .

adolescents, 2

<7
«

L Two general categories of community characteristics are discern~

able from the seven items listed in Table Sa: first, items dealing

with the level of interest asaociated with'living in a comnuriity re~

presented by items 15 (interesting place ‘to live) and 19 (recreatiocn

[ ~.
i

/!

P




W@

| B .

} , and enterta‘inment);11 and second, items having to do with what might be
| 1 M ' ~ )
5 . ’ : . .

{ called the social climate of the community. Such items refer to the

R , degree of social restrictiveness and cohesiveness perceivgdxfn com-

<

munities (tolerancy, cooperation, consensus, communityvspirit, and

' c leadership) S poe . . e

7
¥

’ v ~

v - .. j? The items indicating the level of interest of living in a commun- -

Ji \-\[ ) 4
ity appear to be major:sources of variation befween»adults and students, =~ ;VQ

= \3 b4

y e

| .
. ) Th "interesting place to Jlive" item reflects the greatest differen~ e
5 tial pereeptions for both Del Norte and Craig, while the.' recreationt
and entertainment" item ranks third and seventh respectively in T

. - . values. Further evidence of the importance “of this factor can be seen

ey &

. in the vertical ranking of these items in the two communities. Adults .
in both Del Norte andi Craig rank item 15¢(interesting place to live}

high relative to other scale itemSo(ranPed 17 and 14) indicating that J;";\°

“

, - they find their comnunity situation interesting; while the student re~

sponses suggest that these community situations are perceived as quite

/ Lo - f
s boring to adolescents (ranked 3 by both subgroups) . Concerning recre=

R

‘ation opportunities in the two towns, adults respond ratherynegatively
(vertical ranking of 5 for Del Norte and 7 for Craig), with students

ranking this item lower than any other ltem (ranked 1 in both caees) .
These findings suggest that adolescent and adult dcfinitiuns of the

»

"boringnes*" of tlielr community situation vary both relative to how

this aspect of community compares with other commtnity qualitie\maud !

- . . ‘ o
acrosgs the agejlines. Recreation and entcrtaiument evaluatione, al- - : o

[

though varying across age lines is seen by botn addlts and students

(W3
: W

v

o

[




1 “ .}
E 8 ~

in' these communftieS-negatively~gompared with other community charac-iv ’

i teristics. - o A . : ’

/ . ‘ o . ) ‘ N i ¢
f< ‘A . kitocanabe argued, baééd upon these data, ‘that for adults, recrea-

“ .

. tion and entertainment opportunities do not necessarily determine the 3

perceived 1eve1 of interest associated with living in a particular -

community. Evidently, a community may-be defined as interesting for

“reasoﬁ% other- than leisure-time agtirities. For aﬂblescegt§i\on the . =

—

Lo other hand,,there may be an association between perceptions of "boring- N

s

ness” and the availability of recreational or entertainment faci;ities.

The second general category of community factors which results in

divergeut perceptions can be characterized as a type of social atmos-

phere-dimension of community. While not so eagily claqsified as items

referring to the level of interest associated with living in a community,

S o social atmosphere ifems include the social relationsﬁips and attitudes

of members of the community, as opposed to ecological consumptive,

pro&uctive, or recreational factors.‘*12 The items intluded in this
3 : o catégory are: 18, People are strict and straight-laced
L ) ’ 13. People de all they can to help.

17. 1t is difficult to get people to agree.v
;o | 4. Community spirit isrhigh;
) 1. Leaoers are doing a good job.

As noted in Table Sa, these items prompt. quite similar responses in both

communities. The ranking by degree of variance between adults and stu-

dents (ﬁolumns 1 and 2, Table Sa) is quite close, as is the wvertical

ranking by both adults and students.




Py Thus, for Del Norte and Craig, the data indicates that adoles-
- . - .

cent, and adnlt@definitions divérge substantially regarding social ’

o . e

atmosphere@‘°AEolescents fron tngse communitiesﬂdo not define the so-
cial situation in_;he cammunit%es as pos;tizeiy_as do their aduit
counterparts. Younger residents tend te see the people of the com-

rmunify as restrictiﬁg, uncoopefative, lacking in community spirit,

j‘aﬁd not doing a particularly gond Job of administering the community
affairs, ‘while adults generally have a moreupositive view of their
fellow residents. Combining this with the abservation that adoles~

cents also f@nd their communities,boring places to ;;ve, we geth

()

more pregiaglpicture of those elements of community experience which .
are divergently defined by adults and students. But, as mentiqneé; »
the Aspen experience renults in a much different set of def%nitidnal
outcomes. Befo:é drawing;too many conclusioﬁs from C%gig and Del
hgorte findings, we &ust take a closer look at what occurs in Aspen.
V Aspen. As already madé clear, the Aspen results: do not coin-
cide with those of Del Norte and Craig. Table 5b ‘summarizes the Aspen
results for items reflecting statistibaiif significant differences .

tp<.05) between adult and student mean scores, includfng the vertical

ranking of thesé‘items for adults and students.
I, “ f Table 5b about here ]

\ The Aspen results reveal that four of the ten items are scored

‘higher by students. The items do not £all into readily categoriz-

f
o

//able subsets, and, with the exception of detinitions of the level ¢°




o

interest agsociated with living in the community discussed earlier,
there is little resemblance to the results for Cralg and Del Norte.

3

Categorization of items, even when the direction of the differen-
tial results’ is taken into censideration, proves to be problematic.l3
Uﬁlike Del Norte au§‘Craig reshlts, differences between adult énd
;£udent subjects cut across a variety of types of items. . The one
conclusion whicﬁ‘can be drawn from the data, however, is that the
variation noted between adults and students is‘largq%y a function of
adult fluxuations on specific itéma, while student responses remain
relatively c;hsistant across items. However, the oriéinal contention
that adults and 9tuden§s wouid differ in perceptions of community is
still supported by the data.

"

Discussion ‘

Tngqugoing findings suggest that adultéiand adolescents tend
to differentially react to certain aspects of theilr community situ-
ation. However, it is 2lso evident that age as a factor in itself 1s
insufficieunt to%predict the general evaluati&e direction of respon-

ses. Although two of the target communities reflected definite neg-

ative student reactions compared to adult responses, the Aspen sub~

Jects displayed, oﬁérall, a rather closely matched outcome. Such
findings lead to questioﬁs of what community factors impinge upon the
particuiar subgroup evaluative respenses. That is, are there char-

acteristics of these towns which may help explain the differences

noted 1 the data? Although one could suggest any number of poten-
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tial influencing aspects of these communities, three setting factors
v. . h
are pursued in some detail as possible underlying sources of evalua-

tive divergence; recreation, and ‘entertainment opportunities, age

-

structure, and growth rates of the target towns.
E

o

Rerreation and entertainment. As noted a major source of var-

Uiation between adult and student perceptions relates to recreational and
entertatnment opportunities. In each community adults respond to this
item much more positively than 'do the students, although differences‘
amoung adult responses between communities is also evident (Table ¢4 4){
Of the adults, those from Aspen reéact most favorably to this {tem and
Aspen students, althqugh(scoring lower than Aspen adults, still eval-
uate recreational and entertainment aspeots~ot their’community higher
than either adults or students from the other two communities. This
is not surp@ising. Aspen, as portrayed earlier, is both a recreational

‘ and a cultural center. The fact thétﬁthe adult population in Aspen

has a higher than average number of years of schooling (14.4: as com-

pared to 12,1 éor Del Norte, and 12.2 for Craig)15 suggests why the
cultural aspects of the community are appealing, whilé the younger age
structure suégests why the skiing and outdoor related aetivities might

. i
bepopular.16 Despite the importance of reereationalﬂand entertainment

3

agpects of community, the observation that Craig adults evaluate their

community .situation positively in most respects indicates‘that this is

. not necessarily always a major conoern to adult citizens.
e -
Age structure. It can be argued that the distribution of in~ -

dividual attributes (such as ages) in a collectivity may have an effect

TR




on the behaviors of those who possess these attributes,l7 Age dis-

tribution in a community, then, may have a differ@ntial impact on

o e
i\\\aw D‘(}

‘members according to their age. With this in mind,rthe age structure
L o I
as deriveé?from census data for each community indicates that Del
Norte 1s characterized by larger families {given the grea&ef perceh—; ?

@

tage in the under 18 category) -and more pgr;dhs of rgtirement age (
than‘i; the case for the other communities (Table 6). Aspen, on ﬁhe Xﬁ
other hand,.is‘largély comprisedl;fkworkingﬁ§§e members (76.4%)

- with relati?el;“few"older citizens (3.2%) and fewer children ‘than

either of the othgr communitiess

0
[ Table 6 about here ]

Adﬁits in Aspen are felatiﬁely young (mgg&an:agé is 26.4) in compar-
ison to Del Norte ‘and Craig adults (witﬁ medién ages of 28.0 and 29.3).
Also,‘as has been. shown eiﬁewherg, the younger adults in Aspen are
more positive in thelr evaluations th§p the older adults.l8 Thus,

»
i; is possible that the youth of Aspen ideutify with the younger adults
in the commuuiﬁy, sharing their positive community definitions.u Tﬁe
Del Norte experience, on the onther hand, is characterized by a pop-
ulation with fewer young a&u}ta, many of whom are unhappy with the
community situation, perhaps contributing to the negative student re—
sponses. The de%elopment of such an arg&&ent loges strength, however,
with the Craig res&lts. Here we find that despite the fact that
voung adults react positively to their community gompared to Del
Norte young adults, the Crailg student subjects respond even more

negatively than Del Norte student subjects.

AN




It is st&ll&possible, however, that age structure may affect
adolescent definitions independently of aault perceptionsl The

existance of a relatively young adult population, as in Aspen,

-

conceivably cou1d~%e responsible in part for a more favorable social

situation for adeclescents thag would be older age distribution, as in
Del Norte and Craig. %
o

Gowth rates. The final setting factoi”to be considered dn

)

I "

ref;tibn toiadult and student variationggin ev?ldhtion of their

C{ communities is the rate and direc&ion of popul&iion chéng;. We recall
thathDel Norte 18 characterized by‘é decIiniﬁg population, Craig a

. relatively stable population,ignd Aspen a rapidly growing populatioﬁ” A
Bécause of the diffefences in/othe;bvariables, especially th&se unique
aspects of Aﬁpenfaddreésed unde; the topic of recreation and entertain-
mént, it is:difficult to draw inferences about thg impact of growth
or decline byvcémparing these communities. However, the }mpact,of
-growth rates upoﬁ other di&Lnsiuus of the community which in turn may

. affect evaluations of the iommunity arenmore easily discernable.

Thermogt obvious, impact is on FPQ age' distribution §1ready dis-

cugsed. Rapid growth,waé in Aspeq? is characterized by inmigration

of the younger, more mobile persons, skewing the age structure tofééﬁ a

predominance of younger citizeng. Rhﬁidly declining communitles are

v 5
~

characterized by the outmigration of the.yduuger citizens, leaving
the Blder and less mobile people in the communitieée And és\mentianed,
the resulting age structure may be considered as an ele?gﬁt of the

‘evaluation processes of residents. | B

01N

.,




. as a fcnctiOn of the growth or decline phttérna? The present daéa is

L

17

o
1

The inevitable issue emerges, however, of the direction of the

xrelationship between growth and evaluations. Do residents leave or

A 4

:sgay because of their evaluative:perceptions or do evaluations arise

insufficient to empirxcally pursue this line of questioniﬁg, but it

seems likefy that the relationship is in both directions. That is,
7~

’ populationigrowth or decliue is probably at ’the same time a function

of and influence on individual perceptions. Such assertions, however,~

4

remain to Bﬂ explored further. ; - Y .
v)«i\ ‘

4

Although the findings of this study raise more questiors than they ‘a

answer, a centrgl obeervation becomes discernable: community researchéFg\\\

&

need to take into account both the objecf*pe nature of communi;y
L3

v circumstances and the subjective definitions of actors: - Regardless

- ,J

of the sophistication of our techniques for delineating various
structural components of community setgings, knowle@ge of the percep%ioﬁs

of those 1living in these setrings 18 of equal importaﬁce. Structural

wd

dimensions do no&ﬁin themeelves insure ﬂrediction of the direction or
content of percepfions of ‘residents, rather such dimensions provide

social scieptists with suspected points of variance between definitions

of community situation.-

(10 19
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End Notes

R . ¢ 4 ’ P i‘ .
1. Althqugh there’ has beeh considerable attention«paid to

adolescent aspirations (for example, Grigg, and Middleton, 1960; Lane,, ) Ty
N LUt
1968, Sewell and 0renstein,”1965 Campbell and Alexander, 1965 and

z«i‘

Boyle,‘1966), such studies are not concerned with perceptions of

community situations. ’ - " e A

'2: See Knop (1975) for a discussion of the “¢onceptual problems
associated with the concept of commd’ity. » :

' 3. Mutuality is referred to“in terms of evaluation of community

situation as a whole and%does not mean to imply the need to agree on .
: . . - v

specific issues: Indeed, it can be arguedvthat divergent !hterests

cutting across a variety of issues lead te a more stab}ﬁ;"maintenance
)
situation than an overlapping convergence of .views on issues which
[N
may become entrenched and lunamendable to change.

4, Seeﬂ for example,|Simon and Gagnon (1969), Fugjitt (1971), %

|
or Beale (1969, 1972, 1974). b
. ¢ "
5. The possible relationship between growth and evaluations of

community will be in some detail- later in this paper.

© 6., The tetm Community Evaluation Scale is the authos's, although

5

the scale itself evolved from community satisfaction research effortsg

- @ ) >
(Davies, 19453 Schulze, et al., 1963; Jesser, 1967) and is generally -

“

referred to as a Community Satisfaction Scale. The emphasis on evaluation

2

rather than ' satisfaction“ in the present research prompted the

decision for the label

I e

7. Rojeck et al. (1975) offers a recent review of some of the
methodological and coneeptual@nroblems associated with community

satisfaction scales. See alsoﬁKnop and Stewart (1973}f

!

) ; 120
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8.- The magnitude of T-values indicate*the degrne but not the

@

direction Qf differential response. Because the Del Norte and Craig

results.for students and adults are characterized by unidirectional
L

responges (i.e., students score cousistently lower than adults) this

-
J ([

is aot a problem in interpretation. Direction will be treated more

1o

explicitly with the Aspeu‘data. : ®

) T e

9, Because the Craig results show st%tistically significant

‘i?ifferences~ou 17 of the 20 items, it was decided to focus on’oniy the

. /Qi;, o
most extremely differentiated items. As wi’l beashown, the”Qeven

statistically significant items from the Del Norte results correspond
to the most divergent reaponses from Craig, indicating that these
items are of specific importance for further scrutiny. o
10. Ranking itemsééccording;to mean scores is useful for assessing

\

how subgroupa within each community view separate scale items relative

=

to the other scale items. As a device for comparing results across

\ situations, the reader must beware of inferring that similar rankings

& o
[

mean equivalent regponses. For instagce, if student results show a

vertical ranking of'i for the same item across the three communities

L

it is possible that the actual scores could be quite widely dispersed.

What such a result would indicate is that students in each community
perceive that particular item less favorably than the other items of
the scale.‘ %hether students from Community Afare more oF-less
vaorable toward that community aapect than students from,Communitv B
canuot be discerned. i D |
11. Z:.ems are referred to by geueral descriptive labels rather

- ) , ’ .
than the exact wording used in questionnaire items (Appehdix’'A) as a

uatter of literary convenience. Item 15; for example, is "This is a

noo




¥
students iii Del Norte and Craig, what.is more 1mportant is the fact

pretty boring place to live' on thetactual scale, but for labeling

purposes 1is terded "interesting pla. o live." Item 1§ is "People -

here are generally too strict and 'straight-laced'" in the scale but
‘ 3

is labeled "tolerancy of people" throughout, the discussion.
. - —7 .: ; C
12, Although there are other. items which could be labeled "social

atmospheéé%kaspects of communityﬁ(Iééms 6, 7, 9, and loy'wh;ch“do not
result in statisticaL%y signifié;nt differentiation between adults and
that none of the eight items related to economic or convenience aspects =
of community (Ltems 2, 3, 5, 8, 11, 14 " and 20) are among the top
ranked T—values. o i , ) o

13. " The ditECtion;Of differ;;tialvresults E?s been derived by - }
calculating the deviationjqf‘each item mean score from subgroup qund
mean scores (Deseran, 1975).

14, Setting factors refer to properties of locations to thch all
members are exposed, i.e. historical, culturai, physical, or ecélogical

4

dimensions.

. ] . <r
15. Figures are baJed upon the median school years comnleted for

persons 25 years and older, U.S. Bureau of the Census (1970).

.
16. Aspen adult responges to the recreation and entertainment item!

by age group indicate that the mogt positive group is the 35-44 age -

group with older groups being progressivély less positive:

Age - Item Mean Scores . )
. ‘ {
under 34 - o, 2.72 -
3544 | . 3,00
45-54 ' s 239
55-64 S 2.10
1.67

65+




17. Blau (1950) argues that individuals with a certain attribute

., may manifest different behaviors as a function of the distriburion of

o

the attribute in the collectdvity.

=

18. \The research preject from which the present paper is taken v
explores age differences im adults as sources of evaluative dif%erentiation

]

;) o
el -
¢ .

(Desé?an, 1975). # 7 | _ ‘

&
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Appendix A

Community Evaluation_Scale

I~

SOME OF YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT THIS TOWN: Please check whether you AGREE
or DISAGREE with each of the following:

\ Nof Dis-
. . Apree Sure Agree
1. Local 1eaders generally seem to be doing a good ’ ©
\\\\\job of running this community -
- - 2. [The teachers here are every bit as good as
L teacliers anyplace . A
L - 3. It costs too much to live here for what you . T
ge t < ' 3 -
4. The "spirit" of this comunity is unusually v
high J . o .

5, It is too difficult to get things repaired
. adequately here
6. Those people who work hard for the comminity
’ : do not get the recognition they deserve
“ 7. People here are generally not very friendly _. o
8. Medical care is very good in this town -
9. 7This is a very wholesome place for raising v
children
10. People here tend to dislike anything of a
progressive nature .
11. Taxes are very reasonable here for what you ~
get in services- b , B
12. When community decisions are made, cnly the
opinions of a' few people seem to count
13. Most people here will do all they can to help
you when you need it ‘
14, People around here have to do without adequate
shopping facilities
15. This 1is a pretty bering place to live
16. Decent jobs are almost impossible: to .£find here
17. 1t is difficult to get people here to agree on
anything . ]
18, People here are generally too stlict and - |
"straight-laced" »
19, Recreation and entertainment opportunities
are very good here
20. The services the town provides (police,
schools, etc.) are generally very adequate
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T ? TABLE 1

o

T-Test for the Difference Between Community Evaluation Scale

Mean Sc?fés for Adultsvand~8tudents in All Communities

Students
1.89

179




- TABLE 2
T-Tests_for the Differences Between Community Evaluation

Scale Mean Scores for Adults and Students in Each Community

a

Del Norte Aspen . Craig

Adult Student Adult Student Adult Student
2.10 ‘ 1.80 . 2.26 2.23 2.28 1.72

E)

3 I O 120 90

t = 3.97, p < .000 t = .52, p < ,603 t = 10,23, p < .000

VR
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TABLE 3

Analysis of Variance (UsingKScheffe Procedure*) of Adult and

Studernt Community Evaluation Scale Mean Scores Among Communities

) _ ‘ . Q .
Community X N F;E, Homogeneous Subsgets (0 = ,05)
Del Norte 2.101 71 | F=4.912 1. Del Norte
Adult Aspen | 2.26| 74 | B <.008 2. Craig, Aspen
Craig 2.28]121
Del Norte | 1.80] 35 | F=38.949 1. Craig, Del Norte
Student A§§en 2.23] 54 | P <.000 2. Aspen :
Craig | 1.72] 90
i

1) 9
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T-Value Ranking and Vertical Rankin
5 Differences in Mean Item Scores for Adults and Studéﬁts in Aspen

TABLE 5b

g of Scale Items Resulting in the Greatest

Ttem TiValﬁé . | Vertical Ranking
' . Rank ; Adults Students
12. Democratic Decisions 1 2 11
T Joi;ég ) 2% 3 9
13, Heipfulness of people 3 15 8
15, Intéresting place to live 4 ’ 19 . | 14
11. ‘Taxes # 5 (% « 7 1
6. Rgcoénition of work ; 6% 6 10
’ 10. Progressive attitudes 57 1 5 o
8. Medical care 8 17 |13
: 19t Ei‘@eéI:eat.idon and entertainmé;t 9 16 11%*
14. Shopping facilities 10* 4 7
v *3tudent mean score higher than
adult mean score
**Tied ranks
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